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The urbanisation that goes on in countries with differing social sys­
tems and on a different level of economic development is one of the most 
characteristic phenomena of our age. Many difficult problems are raised 
by the accelerating process of urbanisation, which can be solved only by 
ensuring in a complex way interdisciplinarity and joint efforts by the rep­
resentatives of a number of branches of science. A major role among these 
is played by population and urban geography.
Àt the present time, the urban processes and the research of problems 
linked with this have a significant role in the geographic literature of the 
different countries. However, such research is hindered by the circumstance 
that with regard to the definition of the concept of urbanisation, the requir­
ed homogeneity is far from being complete; it is given different notions by 
different authors. Undoubtedly, the placing of an equal sign between 
urbanisation, and the growth and development of towns, and the increase 
in the ratio of city dwellers would mean the oversimplification of the prob­
lem. For it is obvious that the above mentioned elements, although un­
doubtedly essential, are only particular character of the progress of urbani­
sation. The concept which regards urbanisation as an independent historic 
process that determines the development of society is also unacceptable. 
All the more so, as urbanisation is primarily a product, a result of economic 
social development; that is urbanisation must be regarded as a condition 
and at the same time a result of social development.
There is agreement with the opinion of those authors who regard pre­
sent day urbanisation as a historic process that is closely linked with the 
development of the productive forces and social relations. This process is 
linked with extensive social economic changes both in towns and villages 
that result in the mass dissemination of the urban way of life, the develop­
ment of services, mass communications, transport, industrialised agricul­
ture and modern production.
The development of urbanisation can be divided into two parts.
The first phase is characterised by the growth of towns, the deve­
lopment in the urban system, also resulting in the growth in the ratio of
town-dwellers, and a concentration of branches of non-agricultural pro­
duction in towns. A iarge proportion of a country's popuiation becomes 
concentrated in cities, and their ro!e in the country's life acquires major 
significance . This phase in the development of urbanisation is regarded as 
extensive.
In the second phase the role of the intensive factors of urbanisation 
comes tothe centre of interest. As a result, the industrial, cultural, scien­
tific and service achievements of the urban centres gradually effect the enti­
re settlement system of the country, and encompass the whole of society.
The two phases of urbanisation mentioned earlier are well definiated, 
not only in time, but also in space. They can also appear simultaneously 
on the territory of a country. This circumstance is particularly relevant 
in the case of t he socialist countries in Sout-East Europe, where faster pace 
economic development started only in the period after the Second World 
War. In the more developed regions of these countries — where urban 
settlements appeared long ago — urban development realises in intensive 
forms. Simultaneously, in other parts of the country, regions can or 
do exist on a lower level of economic development, where the town system 
is not too dense and an urban way of life does not have long past. On these 
territories, the extensive forms of urbanisation become dominant. This 
can be the reason why in quite a number of countries, major regional diffe­
rences appear in the level of urbanisation.
This study is an attempt to analyze the peculiarities in the realisation 
of the process of urbanisation in three socialist countries in South-East 
Europe (Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Romania). Naturally, the aim was not 
to give a total and complex analysis of the urbanisation process in the three 
countries mentioned, the sole target was to analyze the network develop­
ment of the towns in these countries on the basis of developments in the 
past ten years, and to describe the essential changes in this, and underline 
the tendencies that emerge in the urbanisation process in the administration- 
al regions. Since data providing information about the occupation struc­
ture of the rural population are missing from statistical publications, it 
was not possible to trace the phenomena linked with the urbanisation of 
these areas.
In the above mentioned three countries, the regional examination of 
urbanisation — because of the character of the statistical data available — 
can only be approached on the level of administrative units. However, an 
international comparison becomes extremely difficult when it is considered 
that a significant difference can be observed between the administrative 
units of individual countries, both in the size of the territory and the num­
ber of the population.
An examination of urbanisation, and a review of the differences in 
the level of urbanisation within one country is extremely timely in the case 
of the socialist South-East European countries. In the present stage of 
their development — when the further completion of the regional organisa­
tion of production is of key importance — it is absolutely indispensable to 
take into consideration the changes occurring in the entire system of sett-
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lements. These changes are c!osely connected with economic, primarily 
industrial development, the increased concentration of industrial produc­
tion and changes in its location, the increased mechanisation of agriculture 
and, as a result, the gradual shift of manpower from agriculture in these 
countries. Among the socialist countries of Europe, Albania, Bulgaria, 
Yugoslavia and Romania embarked on a socialist path of development 
on the lowest stage of industrial and urban development. Their common 
characteristic was a relatively low ratio of the urban population in compari­
son to the total population (in 1954 the proportion of the urban population 
in Bulgaria was 27.5%; in Romania 24.7%; and in Yugoslavia 21.7%). 
This phenomenon in these countries can be explained by the agricultural 
type of the economy, the sparse network of towns, the low number of cities 
and by the fact thatahigh numberofthe urban population wasalsoemploy- 
ed in agriculture, which reflects the agricultural character of the above 
mentioned towns.
The increase in the urban population in these countries started at the 
beginning of the 1950s. The foundations of this process were laid by socia­
list industrialisation, the concentration of production, the heavy industria­
lisation of agriculture and the release of manpower from agriculture, among 
other factors. As a result of the economic and social changes during the 
relatively short period of the building of socialism in the countries under 
examination, the motives of urbanisation and also its forms have changed. 
This is the reason why the two phases in the development of urbanisation 
can be evaluated in this case.
In the first phase of building socialism, the fundamental impulse of 
the development of urbanisation was the industrialisation of the towns. 
The rapid development of industry required an increase in the industrial 
labour force, which it gained not only from the towns but also from the rural 
regions, thus increasing the influx of the population into industrial centres. 
This process, naturally, resulted in the rapid development of urban sett­
lements.
Industrial objects were not only built in existing towns, but also in 
rural settlements, where some of the conditions necessary for settling in­
dustry were present, such as sufficient manpower, natural resources or 
adequate transport requirements, etc.
These settlements, simultaneously, became gravitational centres for 
the external labour force. At a certain level of development, one or two 
of these settlements gained the status of a town, and the settlements lo­
cated in the vicinity of towns merged with individual towns.
As a third major source of the increase in the urban population, a 
relatively rare phenomenon must be mentioned, and that is — in the case 
of densely populated areas — the construction of significant industrial ob­
jects carried out on "empty ground". Houses and amenities for ser­
vicing facilities were built at a rapid pace around such projects, creating 
the core of a new town.
The examination of the data for the socialist countries in South-East 
Europe confirms that the increase in the number of urban population
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wus primarily ensured by the influx of t he population from rural areas into 
the towns, together with the fact that some of these settlements received 
the status of a town.
7.
U rban  popu lation  in  !950 and  1965
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In the examined period, the numericat increase of the urban popula­
tion can be explained partly by the higher natural increase of the immigrat­
ed rural population to the towns and partly by the administrative changes 
that transformed a part of the rural population into urban inhabitants.
As can be seen from the above figures, the number of urban population 
doubled in Yugoslavia and Bulgaria; for in this period the migration of the 
rural population to the towns and the rural settlements that developed in­
to towns occurred at a much faster pace than in Romania.
In the period between 1948 and 1965, the number of towns rose by 
the formation of new towns by 32 in Romania, while in Bulgaria, from 1946 
to 1965 the number of new towns was 70.
From the mid-1960s, the urbanisation of the examined countries 
reached a new phase. From that time on, in addition to the extensive fac­
tors of development, the importance of the intensive factors rose signifi­
cantly, and an urban way of life started to spread among the rural popula­
tion. This process, although indirectly, is well reflected by the figures con­
cerning an increase in the ratio of the employment in the non-agricultural 
branches.
T'aMe 2.
The re la tio n sh ip  betw een u rb an isa tio n  and  the change in em ploym en t s tru c tu re
Country
Tin- ratio of the urban population in The ratio of those employed in the 
non-agricultural sectors in %
1950 1974 1950 1974
B u l g a r i a ............... 27 .5 58 18 ' 68
Y u g o s la v ia  . . . . 2 i .7 38 .6 33 .2 55 .5
R o m a n ia  .............
l  in 1948 - in 1973
25 .2 42 .7 25 .7 48*
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From the second t able it can be seen that the labour force employed 
in the non-agricultura! sectors significantly surpassed the ratio of the ur­
ban population. This confirms the way in which urbanisation gained 
ground in the rural regions. However, in the period of development under 
examination, the extensive type of urbanisation also continues. The net­
work of towns is gradually becoming denser, and its development continues 
to be very dynamic. The formation of new towns also continues to be a 
major factor in the growth and increasing density of the network of towns. 
In the present phase of urbanisation, the qualification of rural settlements 
into towns is indicated not only through their industrialisation, but also 
by the acceleration in the development of the services in them. As a result, 
the given settlements gain a central role in the life of the surrounding areas. 
For example, in Yugoslavia — due to certain administrative changes - 
the number of towns rose by 158 within ten years, in Romania by 58, and 
in Bulgaria by 39. In the expansion of the new town system, the tendency 
of a more even spread of urban settlements is also expressed.
In Bulgaria, most of the new towns were created along the important 
railway line between Sofia and Varna, in the valley of the river Marica and 
in the region of the Rila and Rodope mountains.
In Romania, the new towns are rather dispersed, still about 50 per cent 
of them are to be found in the central and western regions of the country. 
The new towns primarily increased the number of small towns, and the 
urbanisational effect on the rural settlements was very low.
The net work of towns in the period under examination not only deve­
loped from a quantitative, but also from a qualitative point of view; the 
concentration of the population in large cities continued and the medium 
size towns also underwent intensive development (see Tables 3. and 4.).
7'nMe 5.
T he ro te o f targe  cities in  th e  cou n tries  un d er ex am in atio n
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Country Number
Population 
1.000 Ratio out of urban population
Ratio out of the 
population of 
the country
of cities with over 100.000 inhabitants
B u l g a r i a ............... - 2 ,052 ,191 40.5 23.5
Y u g o s la v ia  . . . . 9 2 ,3 9 7 ,2 9 8 32 .8 12.6









B u l g a r i a ............................... 18,485 1 ,419,147 843,573
Y u g o s la v ia  ....................... 28 ,422 2 ,2 7 8 ,2 7 9 879 ,947
R o m a n ia  ............................ 16 ,964 1,462 ,118 641 ,35!
To&ie .5. con/.
This growth can primarily he exp] ai nod by the advantages deriving 
from the economic and social position of the bigger towns. The above men­
tioned advantages have an especially strong influence in the present phase 
of urbanisation, characterised by the regional concentration of economic 
activities. As a result, the big cities appear as the "carriers" of present dav 
urbanisation.
From the point of view of the network of cities, Romania takes the 
lead in front of both Yugoslavia and Bulgaria. The number of cities 
rose from 4 to 15 between 1948 and the middle of 1970s. This circumstance 
undoubtedly confirms the large scale concentration of production and 
inhabitants, since nearly half of the urban population is concentrated in 
these large cities. Simultaneously with the increase of the inhabitants in 
the large cities, the importance of Bucharest decreased: in 1930 67.8% 
of the urban population, while in 1973 only 39.6% of the urban population 
lived in the capital. In addition, naturally, the number of inhabitants in 
the capital also increased, and from among the capitals of the countries 
in the study, Bucharest is the only one having more than one and a half 
million residents.
The development of cities in Yugoslavia lagged behind that in Romania 
and Bulgaria. This can be explained by the fact that manv rural settle­
ments were transformed into towns, which accompanied the regional dé­
concentration of the economic activities, and halted the migration of the 
local labour force to the bigger cities. The proportion of inhabitants in large 
cities rose only by 1.3% between 1961 and 1971. (This figure was 31.5% in 
1965 and 32.8% in 1971.)
The trend of concentration of industry and inhabitants — charac­
terising the present phase of urbanisation — is effected in the South-East 
European socialist countries in the form of agglomerations on different 
levels of development. This kind of change in the urban system was the most 
spectacularin Romania, where at present there are 17 urban agglomerations, 
the most significant being Bucharest (1.7 million) and Ploesti (900,000). 
Another six agglomerations are listed as having between 300,000 
and 400,000 inhabitants: Brasov, Sibiu, Hunedoara, Petroseni, Galati-Brai- 
la, Tirgu Mures and Médias. Their common characteristic is that in each 
city the centre is highly developed, and the satellite towns are relatively 
underdeveloped.
In Bulgaria, the formation of agglomerationsarosefromthedominance 
of centripetal tendencies in the organisation of urban settlements and 
the increased gravitation of big towns. In the period between 1948 and 
1970, the number of rural inhabitants migrating to towns exceeded one and 
a half million, and half of them went to large cities. Therefore, an agglo­
meration of 1.5 million was formed around Sofia, to which in addition to 
Pernik 7 other smaller towns also joined. A similar phenomenon can be 
observed in the case of the agglomerations of Varna, Plovdiv, Veliko Tar- 
novo and Gorno-Orjahovica.
In Yugoslavia, the formation of agglomerations was promoted to a 
lesser extent, due to the much weaker concentration of the population and
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the dispersed character of the pattern of settlements. Therefore, in this 
respect, Yugoslavia lagged behind Bulgaria and Romania. However, it 
must be mentioned that the formation of agglomerations has already start­
ed in Yugoslavia, around Belgrade, Zagreb and other large cities. Six 
sm aller satellites have been formed around Zagreb, functioning as dor­
mitory towns for the manpower employed in Zagreb.
The regional analysis of the urbanisational process occurring in the 
countries under examination was carried out by determining the urbanisa­
tional level of the administrative units. Keeping in mind the complicated 
and manysided character of the process of urbanisation, a complex system 
of indiceswas used.
The raditional index of the urbanisational level is the proportion of 
urbanpoptulationwithin the total number of population. Concerning the ra­
tio of urban population, in all three countries this can be evaluated as me­
dium size, despite of the fact that in Bulgaria the ratio of urban popu­
lation (in 1975 58%), was higher than in Romania (in 1974 42.7%), and in 
Yugoslavia (in 1971 38.6%). Although in all three countries tremendous 
efforts have been and are being made to balance the existing differences in 
the economic development of the administrative units, there are still es­
sential differences among them. For example, in Romania the ratio of ur­
ban population per county ranges between 18.9% (in Bistrica-Nasaud 
county) and 70.3% (Hunedoara county); in Bulgaria between 25% (Kard- 
jali okrag) and 71% (Gabrovo); in the Republics of Yugoslavia between 
26.9% (Kosovo) and 48.8% (in Vojvodina). Thesefigures, among others, con­
firm the fact that in Romania the urban population is strongly polarised. On 
oneof the poles the industrially developed Hunedoara, Brasov, Sibiu, Pra- 
hova, Constanta and Cluj counties can be found, where the urban population 
consists ofabouthalfofthe total population, while on the other pole there 
are the underdeveloped B istrica-N asaud—Salai, Botosani, Olt, Buzau, 
Vaslui and Vrancea counties, where the ratio of the urban population has 
not yet reached 25%.
The counties of Bulgaria (okrag) do not show a major divergence 
from each other in respect of the proportion of urban population. From 
among the 28 administrative units of the country, the ratio of the urban 
population surpasses 50% in 16, and is under 27% solely in Kardjali 
county. In essence, the larger portion of the urban population can be observ­
ed in the counties with a higher level of industrial development , but there 
are examples where industry is only developed to a medium level (Kjusten- 
dil. Sumen), and the ratio of the urban population is still over 50%.
From among the three countries under examination, the proportion 
of urban population is the smallest in Yugoslavia: it is everywhere under 
50%. This low proport ion can be explained by the low level of development 
of big and medium size towns, and with the dominance of small towns 
having under 10,000 inhabitants. In the first place, this is the explanation 
for the phenomenon that the highest proportion of urban population can 
be found in the Vojvodina, where the network of big and medium size towns 
is highly developed, and not in Slovenia, where the industrial development
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Fiy . 7. S h are  o f  th e  u rb a n  p o p u la t in g  th e  percen tage  d a ta  s te in  from  d iffe ren t y ears  d u rin g
th e  seven ties
1 =  uniter 21)"... 2 = 20.1-30",., 3 = 30.1-40°... 4 = 40.1-50". . 5 =  50.1-00"... 0 = over 00%
is Oil a much higher ievc), and stiii 40% of the urban population )ive in 
small towns.
The simple examination of the proportion of urban population already 
makes the differences of urban development of administrative units ob­
vious. However, this single index is insufficient itself — even in the case 
of countries that are close to each other from the point of view of social- 
economic development -  for the determination of urbanisation levels.
In any administrative unit of a country, the high proportion of urban 
population can be ensured by the existence of a certain number of large 
cities, or in the case of a developed town system, the low number of the ru­
ral population. Consequently, in determining the level of urbanisation, in 
addition to taking into consideration the index concerning the ratio of ur­
ban population, the character of the town system and the distribution of 
the urban population among the settlements of different sine must also 
be taken into consideration. I t becomes clear from what has been mention­
ed above that in addition it is extremely important to take into consider­
ation the absence or presence of cities, the "carriers" of modern urbanisa­
tion.
In a- number of cases, the presence of a targe city in a region — where 
otherwise the ratio of urban population is low —creates the conditions that 
favourably influence the urbanisation level of the area. This phenomenon 
is never revealed in any official statistical data. In examining this effect 
of large towns, the formula elaborated by Eduardo Arriaga* gives a rela­
tive! v good approach:
IQg XAI1CEVAV.
where i/, is the urbanisation level of j  region 
C, is the population of t town 
/'j is the population o ff region.
It is well known that the main carriers of the process of urbanisation 
are the big towns. The squaring in the formula emphasizes the significance 
of the bigger towns.
The examination of the urbanisation level ot administrative units 
with the formula of E. Arriaga places emphasis on those administrative- 
units. where the urban population is concentrated in large cities. It is 
not bv mere chance that according to the calculations carried out on the 
basis of the Arriaga-formula in Romania, beside Brasov county (1) Iasi, 
Calati, Timisoara and Braila counties have highest urbanisation level 
where the proportion of the urban population is under 50%.
The calculations carried out on the urbanisation level of the three 
South-East European socialist countries on the basis of the Arriaga-for­
mula led to the following conclusion: the biggest differences in urbanisa­
tion level could be detected in Yugoslavia, where the difference in the 
urbanisation level of the Croatian Republic is 02 times higher than in 
Crna Cora, hi Romania the difference rose to 20 and in Bulgaria to 25.
On the basis of the facts above mentioned it can be concluded that al­
though the Arriaga-formula represents a significant step forward in deter­
mining the urbanisation level, still -  as it takes only the big towns into 
consideration, or rather disregards the town system as a whole, it cannot 
be regarded as sufficient in itself. Since it is obvious that the presence of a 
large town cannot solely represent the urbanisation level of a region, the­
refore, the genera! development level of the network of towns cannot be 
disregarded.
In examining the differences in the urbanisation level, the formulae 
for the urban system proposed by l.V. Zorin and I.V. Kancebovskaia^ 
were used in the following:
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where C, is the inhabitants of i. town
C*i is the inhabitants of the region's biggest town 
P, is the totai population of the region.
On the basis of the results gained through the application of the for­
mulae, the biggest differences from the point of view of the development of 
the network of towns could be detected among the counties of Romania. 
For example, the index of difference in the level of urbanisation in the town 
system in Huncdoara county was 88 times bigger than in Braila county. 
This can be explained by the fact that in Braila county there are only two 
towns. On the contrary, in Yugoslavia the index of the difterence in the 
level of urbanisation is only 20 times bigger in the county of Vojvodina 
compared to that of Crna Oora. and in Bulgaria the maximum difference 
between the various regions is only 21 times bigger in Stara Zagora than 
in Kardjali.
There is no doubt that both formulae introduced and applied in the 
present study help to reveal certain characteristics of urbanisation levels, 
however, they proved to be insufficient in revealing the regional peculiarities 
of the urbanisationa! level, since these disregard the degree of supply of 
towns in the given region.
Starting from this consequence, the size of the region under examina­
tion must necessarily be taken into consideration, or rather the territorial 
coefficient of these. The supply of towns of the administrational units can 
be determined if the urbanisationa! index elaborated by E. Arriaga is mul­
tiplied by the regional coefficient of the "j" administrative unit.
The calculations of this were carried out in the following wav:
in this formula <S' is the country's territory
is the territory of the administrative unit
is the proportion ofy administrative unit out of the
country's territory.
It is obvious that in the case of similar facilities, the smaller the terri­
tory of the administrative unit, the higher is its urbanisation level. There­
fore, in examining the urbanisationa! levels the Æ, coefficient was used, 
which is inversely proportional to The indices calculated on the basis of 
this formula most adequately emphasize the urbanisation level of those 
smaller administrative units where large town or towns can be found. In 
the calculations carried out on the basis of the above introduced formula, 
the results confirm that with regard to the supply of administrative units 
in large towns, the differences are the biggest in Yugoslavia, where the 
difference in this context in the case of Vojvodina is 35 times bigger than
in Bosnia.—Hercegovina, in the indices characterising the counties of Ro­
mania, the difference is 26 times bigger and in the counties (okrags) of Bul- 
garia this amounts to 24.
Further on, the index was aiso caiculated, indicating the supply in 
the network of towns in a given administrative unit:
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The indices caiculated on the basis of the above formula show a 63 
times difference in Romania, 32 times difference in Bulgaria and in Yugo­
slavia a mere 21 times difference. This refers to the fact that the supply 
in the town system is most uneven in the administrative units of Romania.
Each of the above indices characterise a different aspect of urbanisa­
tion. However, the multifacious process of urbanisation demands —in order 
to be able to make accurate judgement of the urbanisation level of the 
administrative units — the combination of these indices.
For this reason, a score system was elaborated to evaluate the urba­
nisation level of the administrative units, in which a definite number of 
points were awarded to each administrative unit for its ratio of urban po­
pulation, and for their indices calculated on the basis of the Arriaga formula 
and the three formulae by Zorin —Kancebovskaia.
2. U rb an isa tio n  leve l o f  th e  a d m in is tra tiv e  u n its  based  on  th e  com prehensive  index
(d u rin g  th e  six ties)
1 =  Lowest tevet of urbanisation, 2 -  Low. 3 =  Medium, 4 =  Strong. 5 =  Highest.
On the basis of the summary of the above introduced indices, the ad­
ministrative units of the three socialist countries were divided into five 
groups, according to their urbanisational ievei, namely:
1. the highest urbanisation ievei
2. strongiy urbanised ievei
3. medium urbanised ievei
4. iow urbanisation ievei
5. very iow urbanisation ievei.
in order to gain a picture ofthe development trends of the urbanisat ion 
level, the indices of the urbanisation ievels of the 1960s were compared to 
the corresponding indices of the 1970s.
The results reflect the fact that although the increase in the ievels of 
urbanisation is obvious in aii three countries, it is most dynamic in Bul­
garia. In Buigaria, in the period between 1965 and 1975, the number of 
administrative units beiongingtothe low and very low urbanisation ievei 
decreased from 16 to 6, and parade! with this, the number of "okrags" 
in the highest and strongiy urbanised ievei categories rose from 4 to 11.
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F iy . .3. U rb an iza tio n  lev e l o f  th e  a d m in is tra tiv e  u n its  based  on  th e  com prehensive  in d ex
(during  th e  seventies)
1 =  Lowest level of urbanization, 2 = Low, 3 = Medium, 4 =  Strong. 5 = Highest.
In Romania, in the period between 1966 and 1!)74, the number of ad­
ministrative units in the !ow and very iow categories dropped to 16 from 
10, while the units with the highest and strongly developed urbanisation 
level rose from 8 to 13.
in Yugoslavia, taking into consideration the data of 106!, only Yoi- 
vodina and Slovenia could be described as having a highly developed ur­
banisation level. In the following ten years, the Republics of Croatia and 
Serbia also developed to that stage of urbanisational development.*
In each of the countries under examination, the highest level of urba­
nisation development is re]¡resented by the administrative units with a 
high level ofindustrial development. In Bulgaria and Romania, these regions 
are located in the central areas, while in Yugoslavia it is the North-North­
east part of the country.
2 0 2  KARCEVA V.
/-Yy. 4. T ypes o f  th e  u rb a n  ne tw o rk  acco rd ing  to  th e  size (d u rin g  th e  sixties) 
t. Urban network predominated by huge cities (over ]<)0 <IOt) inhabitants)
t . targe cities, combinatrd with smaii and middie-sizc towns.
X. large cities, escorted by few and undeveloped towns.
3. iarge cities, comhinated with sntali towns.
it. Urban network predominated try middle-size towns (2 0 -  ]00 000 inhabitants)
4. middle sixe towns escorted by few and nndeveloped towns,
5. middle-size towns, comhinated with small towns.
L ack ing  o th e r, m ore a p p ro p ria te  d a ta ,  in th e  case o f  Y ugoslav ia  th e  ex am in atio n  
was carried  o u t by  reg ard in g  th e  R epublics tts ad m in is tra tiv e  u n its , th ere fo re , th e  ne tw ork  
o f  these  to w n s c an n o t be com pared  to  those  o i th e  o th e r  tw o countries , w here th e  counties 
were ta k e n  a s  un its .
[ ,1 ill) three countries, the increasing speed of the urbanisation pro­
cess can be observed that started in the 1970s, on the coastal areas of the 
Black Sea and the Adriatic.
A strong influence on the urbanisation level of development of the 
big and medium size towns can also be detected beside that effect on the 
development of t tie network of towns in the administrative units. (See 'nap 
enctosed).
The rise in the urbanisation level with units in the low category can 
he partly explained bv the development in the town system, t his process, 
carried out in reality, proves that both the extensive and intensive forms 
of the development of the urbanisation level are important is the South- 
East European socialist countries under the present examination.
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РЕЗЮМЕ
НЕКОТОРЫЕ ЧЕРТЫ УРБАНИЗАЦИИ В СОЦИАЛИСТИЧЕСКИХ 
СТРАНАХ ЮГО-ВОСТОЧНОЙ ЕВРОПЫ
В развитии урбанизации трёх социалистических стран юго-восточной Европы 
отмечаются две стадии. Первая-связача с периодом социалистической индустриали­
зации, которая вызвала массовый перелив сельского населения в города и увеличение 
числа городских поселений в результате образования новых городов. В этой стадии 
доминируют экстенсивные формы развития урбанизации. С нача ла 7(1-х годов, наряд! 
с сохранением экстенсивных форм, появляются и интенсивные (распространение 
городского образа жизни на сельские поселения, формирование городских at номера­
ций и групповых форм расселения, и.т.д.). Эти формы развития урбанизации су­
ществуют не только во времени. но и в пространстве, на что косвенно указывает 
различие в уровнях урбанизации административно-территориальных единиц иссле­
дуемых стран.
Уровень урбанизации этих единиц измерялся для середины ЬО-х и 70-х годов с 
помощью комплексного индекса, в состав которого входит: доля городского населе­
ния, коэффициент урбанизации Э. Арриага н формулы предложенные для измерения 
уровня урбанизации И. В. Зориным и И. В. Канцебовской.
Сводка вышеперечисленных показателей, характеризующих уровень уроани- 
зацни административно-территориальных единиц, позволила обт-сдинить последние 
в 5 групп.
При общей тенденции повышения уровня урбанизации во всех трех странах 
она проявляется наиболее динамично в Болгарии. Самым высоким уровнем урба­
низации характеризуются те административные единицы, в которых развита сеть 
крупных и средних городов. Интенсивно развивается урбанизация и в приморских 
районах всех трех социалистических стран.
Повышение уровня урбанизации слабоурбанизированных территории проис­
ходит не только за счет укрепления и развития уже существующих городов, но и 
благодаря преобразованию сельских населенных пунктов в городские.
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